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FINAL ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Edelmann et al. (US Pub 20060012373) in view of Scheid et al. (4409482). 

In regard to claims 1, 3, and 4, Edelmann et al. discloses: 
a method/device for measuring ultrahigh vacuum comprising an ultrahigh- 
vacuum cold cathode pressure gauge (abstract), in that the voltage on the anode of the 
cold cathode gauge varies with pressure of the ion current flow (paragraph 15 page 2 
and also paragraph 22 page 3), wherein the voltage controlled source is in 
communication with the anode of the pressure gauge (figure 2, anode A of pressure cell 
MR is connected to source UA) preliminary scans the whole range, and subsequently 
sets the source to a voltage (paragraph 22 page 3, an alternating voltage would 
produce a voltage in a range of voltages, and would be maintained at times by the 
alternating current- paragraph 22) in a relatively short time ("short time" is relative and 
any time would broadly read on It). 

Edelmann et al. lacks specifically wherein the ion current flow is maintained at its 
maximum value at all times during the measurement. 
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Scheid et al. discloses wherein in a vacuum system a maximum current is 
generated at the ion collector and is maintained constant for a given length of time (col 
1 line 18-34). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for Edelmann et al. to incorporate keeping the ion flow at its 
maximum value during the time period for measuring the vacuum pressure as taught by 
Scheid et al. in order to maintain a correct path of motion of the ions through the 
measurement for accurate results (col 1 line 20-22). 

3. Claims 2 and 5-8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Edelmann et al. (US Pub 20060012373) and Scheid et al. (4409482), as applied to 
claim 3 and 4 above, and further in view of Peacock (4967157) [note claim 2 is rejected 
by the three references and not as applied any of the claims above since it is an 
independent claim] . 

In regard to claims 2 and 5-8, Edelmann et al. discloses: 
a method/device for measuring ultrahigh vacuum by means of an ultrahigh- 
vacuum cold cathode pressure gauge (abstract), in that the voltage on the anode of the 
pressure cold cathode gauge with pressure of the ion current flow (paragraph 15 page 2 
and also paragraph 22 page 3), wherein the voltage controlled source is connected to 
the pressure gauge (figure 2, pressure cell MR is connected to source UA) preliminary 
scans the whole range, and subsequently sets the source to a voltage (paragraph 22 
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page 3, an alternating voltage would produce a voltage in a range of voltages, and 
would be maintained a times by the alternating current) 
Edelmann et al. lacks specifically 

(claims 2 and 5) wherein the ion current flow is maintained at its maximum value 
at all times during the measurement and wherein based on a calibration of the gauge 
will set the value of the source to one stored as optimal (highest current) and 

(claims 6, 7, and 8) wherein the pressure gauge is a magnetron pressure gauge. 

Peacock discloses 

[claims 2 and 5] wherein the tube voltage data in a cold cathode discharge 
vacuum gauge has a calibration voltage and current values with respect to the pressure 
in the gauge (col 2 line 33-36 and also see col 4 line 54-58) and includes a 
microprocessor (figure 5 element 28) which can store and show (figure 5, display 32 
directly connected to microprocessor 28) the displayed values shown in figures 2 and 3 
and [claims 6-8] wherein the cell can be a magnetron pressure cell/gauge or Penning 
pressure gauge cell/gauge (col 3 line 46-49). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for Edelmann et al. to include calibrating the Penning or magnetron 
pressure gauge/cell used for testing as taught by Peacock in order to have and 
understand the variance between voltage/current and pressure. 

Scheid et al. discloses wherein in a vacuum system a maximum current is 
generated at the ion collector and is maintained constant for a given length of time (col 
1 line 18-34). 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for Edelmann et al. to incorporate keeping the ion flow at its 
maximum value during the time period for measuring the vacuum pressure as taught by 
Scheid et al. in order to maintain a correct path of motion of the ions through the 
measurement for accurate results (col 1 line 20-22). 

4. Claims 9 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Edelmann et al. (US Pub 20060012373) and Scheid et al. (4409482), as applied to 
claims 1 and 4 above, and further in view of Hollman (US Publcation 20030042921). 

Edelmann et al. as modified lacks specifically stating wherein the voltage range 
is between 1 kV and 12kV. 

Hollman discloses an analytical probe station that conveys signals inside a 
vacuum chamber (paragraph 6 page 1), wherein a range of voltages is controlled within 
a range of 1 .5kV to 20kV (page 29 paragraph 240). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for Edelmann et al. as modified to include a range of voltages as 
disclosed by Hollman in order to prevent damages to the vacuum and any devices 
located around/inside the vacuum (page 29 paragraph 240). 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments filed 2/25/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. In reading through the arguments, it seems the applicant is making a more 
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specific interpretation of tlie claim language than required by the examiner. In 
examining an application, the claims must be examined in the broadest reasonable 
interpretation. A response to the arguments in the order argued follows: 

Applicant argues that the voltage in Edelmann et al. is not varied, stating that 
the voltage is not varied once either of the sources has been engaged. Even if this 
were true, changing the sources based on the pressure meets the limitations of the 
broad claim language of "varying a voltage on an anode of the cold cathode pressure 
gauge" as changing the source will change the voltage applied. Further applicant 
argues that Edelmann does not "scan a whole voltage range in a relatively short time", 
this broad claim language, reads on a sinusoidal or alternating voltage (paragraph 15) 
as the sinusoidal voltage will go through a range of voltage values (even the rectangular 
will go through at least two values, broadly a range). Since the claims do not specify 
the values of the range or how many values are in the range, this broadly reads on the 
claim language. 

Further applicant argues that Edelmann et al. is unable to measure the 
dependence of the ion current upon voltage or find the maximum, these limitations are 
not found in the claim language. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Applicant also 
continues to argue that based on the definition of alternating voltage a "whole voltage 
range" is not scanned. But broadly, as described in the paragraph above, an alternating 
voltage source will scan through at least two (therefore a range) of values. It seems 
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applicant believes that the claim language is specific to "scanning the whole voltage 
range to find a maximum value", which is not in the claim language. 

Applicant argues that Edelmann et al. lacks "maintaining substantially an ion 
current flow at a maximum value", and this is admitted in the office action as seen on 
page 4 of the office action of 8/28/08. This feature Is lacking from Edelmann et al., and 
is the reason for bringing in the teaching of Scheid et al. 

Applicant also argues that Scheid et al. lacks varing the source voltage to 
determine where the ion current is maintained substantially at its maximum value at all 
times (argument page 7). The claim language does not state 'a determination is made', 
only that a "ion current is maintained substantially constant at It's maximum value at all 
times" which Scheid et al. discloses in (col 1 line 18-34) for a given amount of time, and 
as described in the rejection it would be obvious to have it at a maximum current for all 
times in order to maintain a correct path of motion of the ions. Also, Sheid et al. 
discloses in the abstract, that the stabilization of ions is based on a voltage, so this 
relates the voltage and current in the system of Scheid et al. 

Because claims 1 , 3, and 4, are properly combined as described above, claims 2 
and 5-10 remain rejected. 

Conclusion 

6. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JEFF NATALINI whose telephone number is (571)272- 
2266. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Diego Gutierrez can be reached on 571-272-2245. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Diego Gutierrez/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2831 



/Jeff Natalini/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2831 



